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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

1. ) Claim Amendments oq 

The Applicant has amended claims 20 and dalms 28 lhn,ugh 35. Claim 38 has 
been canceled without preludlce. Accordingly, claims 20 through 37 are pending ,n the 
application. Favorable reconsideration of the application ^ respectfully requested ,n 
view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

2. ) Claim Rejections- 35 U.S.C.S 112 . , , , , 

The examiner rejected Calm 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as t-eing indefin e fo 
failing to particulaHy point out and distinctly daim the subisct matter which appl.=^n. 
regards as the Invention. The Applicant has amended the claim to mor« partcu lady 
point out and claim the Invention. The Examiner's consideration of the amended darm 
is respectfully requested. 

3 ) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) 

The Examiner rejected claims 20-23, 25, 26 and 28-35 under 35 U.S.C.S 102(e) 

as l>eing antldpated by Kalnulalnen (US 5,796,793). The Applicant has amended the 
Claims to Clarify the claimed invention. Examiner's consideration of the amended da.ms 
Is respectfully requested. 

For instance, amended claim 20 states: 

20 A method of synchronizing nodes of a t^'^"'"^'^""'^^^^?" ."^S^^^^^ 

docks si thf PRC Sg data received on incoming data links, the method 

'''''"''"DloDagating Synchronization Status Messages through the network 
f,om the maste node with each node through which a Message passes 
Srora^g n o the Message its own identity, thereby generating .n each 
incorpordiiny followed by the Message; 

^""?nlod'udnrS - ^^^^^^^^ 

^^^^'r ?a?h"cf^''.e"aTsomr:A« 'inks of each node, 
registering a'path or path length of a Synchronization Status Message 
received on that link as an attribute for that link. 
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H appears .ha. .ha ExamH,er is ln.erpre«ng "dela/ .o be a non^a, proce^.r« 
delay a J^ated with pro=ess»,g of .he n«saages by *e slave nodes. ,n o«,er words^ 
r a associa.ed w«h ^ p™pega.ing s.ep o, Cai. 20. However, ,n..duo.ng a 
r,;n:ep.paga.onor.heMessa«esa.anea.oe..lnor.e^^^^^^^^^^^ 

..dLa, s.ep. To elWnate any =on,us,on, .he Apphcan. has ^"^'^^ 
language .0 ,nd,ca.e «,a. .he s.ep of .n.«,duc,ng *e delay ,s ,n ad<i«-nJoJhe 
p^LLa delay assooialed wl«, formulaBng messages. Such a conoep. ,s no, .augh. 
nor implied by Kainulalnen. In faC Kainulainen states: 

Ti,= idea of Hie Invention is .0 copy the changed 

used for synchronization. 

Kainulainen. col. 3, lines 1-4 , ^ , . 4 

Thus, Kainulainen appears to teach against imposing an additional delay ,n.o «,e 

=^"!::T:r.he elemems o. .aim ao are no. .ugh, nor impiied b, 
Kainulainen. the Applicant believes daim 20 is in ^ -"^'^ ^ ~ 
independent claims 32. 33. 34 and 35 have been amended ,n a similar manner. Thus, 
.hey are allowable for the same reasons that daim 20 is allov.able. 

Claims 20-31 depend ,™m amended daim 20 and recKe further — ,n 
combina«on with *e novel elements of Caim 20. Theretere, »e allowance of claims 
20-31 is also respectfully requested. 

The Examiner rejected daims 36-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by TaKalsky (US 5.875,179). Soieiy in order te expedite .he process o, ttiis 

a«on. the Appi^nt has canceled claim 38 without preiudice This^.ection 
respect to claim 38, meiefore. is deemed to be n»o.. With respect to Caims 36 and 37^ 
Zelr, the Applicant lespectK^lly traverses this rejecSon and requests recons,de..ion 

of these claims. 

For instance, claim 36 states: 
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36 A method of synchronizing a node of a teleoommunicatton ne^ork 
fn which T master node is coupled to a Primary Reference Clock (PRC 
and a Diurality of slave nodes are arranged to synchrori ze their Internal 
Clocks to the PRC using data received on Incoming data links, the method 

comprising:^ a Synchronization Status Message Request from a node 
reauestinq to be synchronized to neighboring nodes in the "^twork; 
reques ^ng ^ ^^^^^^^^^ status Messages from the neighboring 

nodes S?he requesting node, each Message inMng a path which has 
K^^K. fr^iinxAfmH hv the M essage from the master node; 

syncHH Iik^^^ "Ode on the incoming link over which 

''''''''V^tX^ ^^^^^^^ ^^^'"^ 

extended path to at least one of the neighboring nodes. 

m contrast. TIkalsky appears to pass along the "path depth" as a Integer 
(Tikalsky col 4. lines 24-34). TIkalsky also appears to teach that an Identification code 
can be passed as a parameter (Tikalsky. col. 11 . line 36). However, the Applicant could 
find nothing in Tikalsky which indicates that TIkalsky passes the actual communication 

path as a parameter. 

As indicated on page 10 of the present Application: "Figure 2 illustrates using 
dashed lines a so-called 'directed loop' which might arise when Node D Is connected to 
Node E and Node E is connected back to Node B. In this situation, an SSM propagated 
from Node E to Node B will Include a path. Node B will find that its own identity is 
contained In the path and hence will detect a directed loop." Tikalsky. on the other 
hand, has no ability to detect a directed loop because Tikalsky does not teach the ability 
to pass the entire path on as a parameter. 

Thus. Tikalsky does not teach all of the elements of claim 36. A §102 rejection, 
therefore, is not proper. The Applicant respectfully requests that this rejection be 
withdrawn. Similarly, claim 37 Is also allowable for the same reasons that claim 36 is 
allowable. 
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4.) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 24 and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kainulainen in view of Tikalsky. As provided in MPEP § 2143, "[t]o 
establisli a prima facie case of obviousness, ... tine prior art reference (or references 
winen combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations" Furthermore, under 
iVIPEP § 2142, "plf the examiner does not produce a prima facie case, the applicant Is 
under no obligation to submit evidence of nonobviousness." However, as discussed 
above, amended claim 20 contains elements which are not found in Kainulainen. It is 
submitted that Tikalsky does not provide the missing claim limitations to amended ciairn 
20. Claims 24 and 27. because they depend on claim 20, contain elements which are 
not found in Kainulainen nor Tikalsky. Therefore, the allowance of claims 24 and 27 is 
also respectfully requested. 



CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicant believes all of the claims currently 
pending in the Application to be in a condition for allowance. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw all rejections and issue a Notice of 
Allowance for all pending claims. 

The Applicant requests a telephonic interview if the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additional information that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Application. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: <^ - ^ ^^<:>^X^ 



Bill R. Naifeh 
Registration No. 44,962 



Ericsson Inc. 

6300 Legacy Drive, M/S EVR 1-C-1 1 
Piano. Texas 75024 
(972) 583-2012 
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